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were given predominance in construing the previously made
adoption. On the other hand, an adopter who has not by the
adoption created inheritance rights is free to maintain the
effects of the transaction or to supplement them by gift or by
will, so far as the statute of distributions allows him. It is no
natural task of conflicts law to demolish these results of
private law.
3.   Effect on Inheritance Rights in Particular
In order to distinguish the scope of the conflicts rule on
adoption from those concerning succession upon death, it is
justly said that the law governing succession determines
whether adopted children as a class are competent to succeed,
and the law governing the creation of adoption determines
whether a certain person is an adopted child.85 This, however,
does not answer all questions.
(a) Construction of language. Where a testator has de-
vised or bequeathed property to his or other people's "chil-
dren" or "issue," it was argued, especially in Canadian cases,
that children or issue born in wedlock are meant. This was
contended even after the introduction of adoption into the
legislation, at least in construing older wills.86 The traditional
opposition of the common law to adoption was still effective,
though in British Columbia the contrary opinion was followed
even where a will used the term "heirs."87 It may now be
assumed that the intention underlying a will or deed is to be
S5 See for instance GOODRICH, "Legitimation and Adoption in the Conflict of
Laws," 22 Mich. L. Rev. (1924) 637 and Handbook 384 fi.$ LORENZEN, 6
Repert. 349 no. 3425 Notes, L. R. A. 1916 A 666 and 65 L. R. A. 186.
Germany: RAAPE 591 if; and RAAPE, "Les rapports juridiques entre parents
et enfants," 50 Recueil 1934 IV 401, 508 no. 81.
86 Supreme Court of Canada: Donald, Baldwin & Mooney [1929] 2 D. L. R.
244 (Washington adoption).
Ontario Supreme Court: Re Skinner (1929) 64 O. L. R. 245, [1929] 4 D. L.
R. 427 (Ohio adoption). See FALCONBRIDGE, Cases on the Conflict of Laws (ed.
4,  1938) 170.
87 In re McGillivray, Purcell v. Hendricks [1925] 3 D. L. R. 854.